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ABSTRACT

Conducting the Breakthrough: Unnecessary Operation or U. S.

Doctrinal Void?. by Major Eric D. Hutchings., S? pages.

The purpose of this monograph 1s to determine the
factors necessary to canduct breakthrough cperations. The
categories of evidence that will be examined in this regard
will consist of theory and military history related to
successful breakthrough operations. Determining those
factors will provide a mechanism to distill the essence of
breakthrough operations into doctrine.
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INTRODUCTION

Do breakthrough operations have a role in the U.S.
Army doctrine? In U. S. Army military lexicon the term
breakthrough does not exist. Yet the world’s ather
ma jor superpower, the Soviet Union, devotes
considerable attention to the study and analysis of
breakthrough operations. Soviet military writings

describe breakthrough operations as:

...a theory of the offensive aperation in depth...
{Consisting of] penetration of an enemy defense to
the full tactical depth, breaching and smashing of
the enemy’s defense frontage ... engagement of the
breakthrough exploitation force... to achieve rapid
penetration of offensive forces to an operational
depth, destruction of approaching reserves, command
and caontraol facilities, and supply depots...tao
deprive the enemy of the opportunity to establish a
defense along a new line.

The U.S. Army capstone document, FM 100-5,
maintains that Army doctrine has universal application.
FM 100-3 further suggests that an enemy usually can be
maneuvered into a paosition in which a vulnerable flank
will be exposed to attack. The implication is that the
U.S5. Army will always initiate hostilities from a hasty
defense. Accepting this premise, it is reasonable to
conclude that breakthrough operations are not a
doctrinal necessity in the U.S. Army.

Certainly FM 100-5S reflects the battlefield
conditions the U.S. Army has faced in the European
theater the last 35 years. These conditions demand
that the U.S. Army remain on the operational defensive
against a numurically superior apponent. The nature of
offensive operations required in this environment would

logically consist only of counterattacks against




penetration, and perhaps a limited countercffensive.
Yet, the historical analysis of this study wi1ll show
there 1s an inherent requirement to conduct offensives
to an gperational depth against an echeloned enemy
defense. Hence, the utility of breakthrough operations
to the U. S. Army and the necessity for incorporating
such operations into doctrine will become apparent.

In order to transform the essence of breakthrough
operations 1nto doctrine, the factors necessary to
conduct such operations must be determined. This
monagraph will determine those factors. The categories
of evidence that will be erxamined in this regard will
consist of relevant military history and theorv.

First, the relevant theory will be analyzed in
search of principles which might govern breakthrcugh
operations. The principles derived from theoretical
analysis will be used as criteria to examine the
historical evidence. Next military history on
breakthrough gperations will be reviewed. Based on the
historical analysis, conclusions will be drawn aon the
factors that govern successful breakthrough ocperatiens.
Finally, implications will be drawn regarding the
update of doctrine, thus insuring the utility of
doctrine as a sound departure point for future military
ocperations. Proceeding now with the examination of
breakthrough operations, we find its theoretical roots
in the past-lorld War I Soviet Unicn.

BREAKTHROUGH THEORY

Following lkorld War I, the Soviet Union proved to
be especially fertile ground for the evolutiaon of
military thought. Within the Saoviet Unign. the
Bolshevik revolution had purged much of what was
traditional i1n Russian scciety. Thus, great

coportunities were available to explore i1nnovative new




theories without the usual i1mpediments posed by an
established order.<

Two theorists leading military thought within the
Soviet Union were V. K. Triandafilloev and Mikhail N.
Tukhachevsky.3 These men would mutually develop a
Soviet model for breakthrough aperations. The writings
of Triandafillov and Tukhachevsky on the future of war
greatly complemented each other. In fact,
Triandafillov first came under the tutelage of
Tukhachevsky while a student at the Military Academy of
the Workers’ and Peasants’ Red Army where Tukhachevsky
served as chief.®

For over ten years the works of Triandafillov ard
Tukhachevsky would 1ntertwine and support each other.
In this regard Triandafillov would establish the basic
framework of theory with Tukhachevsky refining and
augmnenting Triandafillov’s works .o

Triandafillov’s analysis of the World War I
exper ience, along with the revolutiaon, and the war with
Poland, led him to anticipate requirements for
conductving breakthrough operations an battlefields of
the future. Triandafillov developed a theoretical
framework for breaking the stalemate caused by the
increasing lethality of the battlefield. I have
selected six basic principles which capture his

thearetical views. These principles are:

1. Successive operatians

c. Simultaneity of attack

3. Operatianal exploitatian of tactical success
4. Deep battle

S. Concentration

6. Unity of command

Locoking at the first of these principles. the kev
to successive operations was to deveiop a force
structure and an gperational plan in which., first, a
penstraticon would be made of enemv defenses. Second.

evplositaticn and pursuit of ecemy farces would folliaow




without pause. The shock army would be the mechanism
for conducting this breskthrough operation. According

tao Triandafillov:

One must envision an unaveoidable change in the
situation during combat actiaons for operations
designed to go to great depth and pursuing decisive
goals: unavoidable reinforcement of the enemy, an
increase in the density of his frant, appearance of
an entire series of positions reinforced hurriedly
and beforehand on the raoutes of advance. From the
very autset, a shock army must have all those
resources that will permit it, without loss of
time, to organize an uninterrupted blow in any
situation possible during planned cperaticms.6

Equally 1mportant to Triandafillov’s concept was
simultaneity of attack. He maintained that it was
essential to the success of the breakthrough that the
enemy front be pinned down to prevent the reinforcement
or withdrawal of the enemy in the vicinity of the

penetration. Triandafillov wrote that:

...a series of successive operations designed to a
great depth requires that the damage inflicted on
opposing forces in the very first (initial)
operation be such that it will free the attacker’s
hand relative to the remaining enemy front. Hence
the great significance of combinations of blaws
directed from both sides, on intersecting axes,
ageinst the enemy group cf forces we have selected
as the object of actions in order to seize in a
double envelopment, enciccle, capture, and destroy
this portion of enemy forces.’

In Triandafiilov’s view,; it was anly with
simultaneous successive aperatiaons that the aperaticnal
exploitation of tactical success cculd occur. A
peretration that could not i1mmediately be exploited
would once again result in stalemate. In
Triandaf llov’s wards:

... 1mmediate infliction of a second, third, and
subsequent blows on the heele of the first must be
envisioned to bring the enemy to complete defeat.
The 1deal would have to be to plan the actions of
friendly armed forces in such a way that, employing
a series of crushing blows carried to their

conclusion, they would lead to the complete defeat
of the enemy, to his complete capitulatlon.8
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Triandafillov’s final concept of deep battle was
predicated on the success of the tactical penetration
and the ability to follow up the explu:itation and
pursult without Jause. Triandafillov believed that an
army’s ability to trancsition from the penetration and
then conduct the knockout blow by pursulng and
annihilating the enemy depended on mability. He
determined that the mobility of the army conducting the
breakthrough must be superior to the maobility of the
opposing army. According to Triandafillowv:

The rate of advance not only must not be less than,
1t must exceed, the possible rate of an e .emny
witthdrawal 1n arder to achieve encirclement of the
ern2my . 1n order to deprive him of the chance to
slip from under the blow. Otherwise, any operation
(mooe correctly a series cf succecssive operatiaons)
designed to envelop,s turn the flank of, or encircle

the enemy very rapidly will lead to a frantal
blow.

Elatorating further on the concept of mobility,
Triandafillov recocgnized that the Soviet military did
not yvet posceccs the necessary mechanrlzation regquired to
tacilitate  apid nmovement. Triangafillov acknowledged
that current western armies might have the commencurate
mechanization, but for the Scviets that degree of
mechanizatic v lay somewhere in the future.
Triandafillov termed *he partial mechanization of the
Soviet military as a "mechanized front and a peasant
rear'. This label captured the essence aof
Triandafillov’'s criticism that an army 1s as mohile as
1ts lowest ~nmman derominator. Thus, armaored
battalions supported by horse drawn artillery were

real

]

bt

. 1 . .
gnly as mnebile as the horece. Triandafillaow

[

argued strongly for 1ncreasing mechanization ta achieve
superi1or mobirlito.

Thiis dichotcmy between nechariced fraont aid
p=asant rear alsg tocuched upcrn another princigole

2gral rto Triandzrillay = theor. s Fhe: Ot ple of




c ncentration. According to Triandafillov, forces must
be sufficiently dense at the pcint of attack tc

overwhelm enemy defenders. In Triandafillov’s words:

An offensive operation undertaken with an
insufficiently dense front will bog down, it will
flounder, as soon as new enemy forces confraont the
advancing troops.l1

0f course, a force that was rot uniformly mobile would
have troublie concentrating forces at the point of
attack. It would also have difficulty orchestrating
the exploita .gn and tursuit of the enemy.

For Triandafillov, concentration was not only a
function of the density of attacking forces but alsc of
the density of defending forces. It was 1mportant to
attack at the weak goint. The offensive mass had to Le
vast eno gh to engage immediately the enemy in a
declsive manner. 1f the enemy was nat engaged
decisively he would have reserves and other forces
available to form a new front argund the penetration,
or to counterattack. Triandafillov expressed in
numbers just how much aof a defending force must be
initially engaged:

The first blovw, must engage at least 1/2, minimum

1/3, of the enemy torces occupying a given front to
deprive the enemy of the capability to make a wide
maneuver with reserves. To do so, the attack
frontage must be so wide that the liquidation of
the resultant breakthrough will require farces

2qual to another thiird or the other half of his
forces. 12

Essential to Triandsfillov’s theory was the
principle of unity of command. Because of the enarmity
of the offensive operations envisioned by
Triandafillov, unified command would be critical to
mission accomplishment. The aspects of orchestrating
successive operations and Y::iding tactical engagements
towards a common operacioral goal could only be woven

trgetter with the unified command of all reqguired




forres. Triandafillov used the term "front" to express
the collection of armies required to conduct the main
effort of a breakthrough operation. Triandafillov
maintained that the direction of all armies In a major
operation must come under the caommand and control of a
front commander.!3

Triandafillowv’s mentor, Mikhail Tukhachevsky,
elaborated upon his theoretical base. In 1230,
Tukhachrevsky even wrote a review for one of
Triandefillov’s books. After Triandaftillov’s untimely
death in a plane crash; Tukhachevsky would continue to
develop this theory of offensive operations.lq

Tukbhachevsky repeated the same general theme of
Triandafillov’s tn=2ory. He addea substance and detail
to the framework already established.lS Tukhachevsky
refined Triandafillcv’s model in three major areas and
added anocthoer principle. These areas refined by
Tukhachevsky were deep battle, logistical support of
the shock army, and articulation o. the broad front
strategy. The principle that Tukhachevsky added was
surprise.

In regards to deep battle, Tukhachevsky looked to
emerging techroiocgy as a means for striking into the
depth of the enemy’s defenses.l®6 In the vicinity of
the penetration, Tukhachevsky envisioned motorized
units and self-propelled artillery transitioning
without pause to exploit and attack through the enemy’s
operational depth.l7 Ground forces wou'd be augrented
by bambers and aircraft-delivered paratroopers who
would i1nterdict enemy reser-ves and block escape routes.
Using these faorces to contain the enemy operatianally

wac essential to Tukhachevsky’s deep battle concept.




In Tukhachevsky’'s words:

New means of warfare, chiefly airborne,
motorized, and mechanized assault landing forces
(aviamotomekhaniztsiya) create new potential in the
destruction of armed enemy forces. Battle in depth
becomes possible, creating conditions for a new
plane of aperational art which insures the
possibility of inflicting a decisive, irreparable
defeat upon enemy forces. !B

Tukhachevsky realized the necessity of providing
the proper logistics support to breakthrough
operations. Expanding upon the Triandafillov’s theme

of "mechanized front and peasant rear,"” Tukhachevsky

touted the accomplishments of the ongoing Soviet five
year plan which was modernizing the Soviet war
machine.l!? Historical analysis had identified
logistics as a recurring source contributing to the
failure of breakthrough operations. Tukhachevsky noted
that successive operations were not possible without
the proper logistics preparation beforehand.
Tukhachevsky noted:

Brieflys the operation or sequentially conducted
operation should be provided complete logistical
support at least 1in the decisive direction of the
attack. The command group that has undertaken the
operation and drawn up the aoperational plan but has

not coordinated it with respect to logistics is
criminal in its actions.20

Tukhachevsky also elaborated upon the necessary
conditions required to conduct operations which
facilitate simultaneous deep attack. Tukhachevsky
maintained that a broad fraont strategy set these terms.

According to Tukhachevsky:

In order toc make effective use of 1ts superiority
of forces and inflict a decisive defeat upaon the
enemy, 1t 1s necessary to commit these forces into
action along abroad front, i. e. to "scatter” them
fram the point of view of the old theorvy. A broad
front 1s necessary 1n order that a large force or,
1N any cases, a8 considerable portion of the enemy
force %Se subjected to destruction, and also in
order that 1t be possible to commit 1nto action
sti1ll greater, overwhelming friendly forces.<!




Tuknachevsky believed that surprise could provide
an attacking force the decisive edge in the conduct of
the breakthrough. ihe benefits of surprise provided an
attacker with a period of time in which to act while
the aopposing force saought to recover from the inaction
or incorrect action prompted by the deception.

Tukhachevsky wrote:

Large mechanized units...capable of turning an
enemy’s flank rapidly and with averwhelming
force...can with the observance of surprise make
such enveloping aoperations appear difficult to beat
off.28

Tukhachevsky was purged prior to World War II by
Stalin who had becaome paranoid of his officer corps.
Along with this purge, the joint theories of
Tukhachevsky and Triandafillov were deemphasized.a3 In
spite of this setback to theory, Soviet defeats at the
beginning of the war were so devastating in scope that
breakthrough theory was eventually resurrected and
employed with huch success i1in combat against the
Germans. Today Soviet theory on breakthrough
aperaticons still has relevance.

By using some of the principles which have
surfaced in our assessment of Soviet theory, it is now
possible to examine their wvalidity against the backdrop
of history. Using these principles as a yardstick, we
can now analyze some successful breakthrough
gperatians.

FRAMEWORK FOR THE ANALYSIS OF BREAKTHROUGH CAMPAIGNS

Seven principles stand out through the meld of
theoretical views discussed in the previous chapter.
These seven principles will be used to assess selected

breakthrough campaigns. The principles used for




analysis will be:

Surprise

Simultaneity of attack

. Concentration

Successive 0Operations

. Operational exploitation of tactical success
. Deep Battle

. Unity of Command

Nodprwh e

When analyzing the various campaigns,; surprise for
aur purposes will denote necessary secrecy and
deception measures designed to confuse the enemy as to
the place and time of an attack. For simultaneity of
attack the campaigns will be evaluated as to the
success of pinning down enemy forces on a broad fraont
and obtaining the commitment of enemy reserves.
Concentration will discuss the enemy and friendly force
ratios and the attack frontages employed at the main
effaort. Assessment of successive operations will look
at arganizational force structure, the ability of the
force to tramsition fraoam one phase of the operation to
another, and the logistical structure of the force to
support operations. Incorporated in this assessment of
operations will be limiting caonstraints to farce
movement, designated attack objectives, and anticipated
depths of attack. Concerning operational exploitation
of tactical success, analysis will focus cn the
planning of the initial tactical engagement which waould
set the conditions for exploitation. Also assessed
will be planmed exploitation means and measures.

Deep battle assessment will measure the
capabilities displayed by ground exploitation forces,
artillery, and air forces to interdict the enemy force
throughout 1ts depth. Unity of command will address
the capability of operational commander to influence
the necessary taools to shape the battlefield.

Three historical examples of breakthrough

operations will bhe snalyzed using the seven principles
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as criteria. We will find that in all three instances
surveyed, the breakthrough operations conducted
restored mobility to the respective battlefields.

0f the three breakthrough aoperations surveyed, two
are Soviet operations. The first Soviet operation
analyzed is the Battle of Pogoreloye Garadishche which
occurved in August 1942. The second Soviet operation
is Lvov-Sandomir which took place in July 1944. The
assessment of a Soviet breakthrgough operation early in
World War II and then an operation late in war will
illustrate the tremendous progress and refinement made
in application of Soviet breakthrough doctrine. The
third breakthrough operatian that will be assessed is
the U.S. operation "Cobra” which occurred in July-
August 1944 1n France. Assessment of the ‘“Cobra*
operatiaon provides the analysis a wider frame of
reference by looking at a non—-Soviet approach ta
breakthrough operations.

In all three breakthrough operations, lack of
vulnerable flanks, restrictive terrain, immense
obstacle networks, and the echelonment of enemy forces
in depth prohibited the conduct of other types of
offensive operations. All three operatianal
environments assessed had the full array of lethal
weaponry, ground mechanization, and air threat. In
this manner, the operations analyzed will reflect
conditians which parallel the contemporary AirlLand
battle environment.

HISTORICAL REVIEW OF BREAKTHROUGH OPERATIONS

Pogoreloye Georodishche

During the summer aof 1942, the Soviet Army was
positioned appvroximately 200 kilometers west of Moscow.
Throughout the spring and summer the Saoviets
strengthened their defensive pasitions while preparing

for the faorthcaming offensive against the Germans.
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The Western Front under General Zhukov was
directed by the STAVKA of Soviet Supreme Headquarters
to conduct ar offensive agsinst the Germans.S% The
Western Front was to attack in conjunction with the
Kalinin Front aperating to the north.

The Western Front was directed to attack with two
armies abreast on a frontage . 24 kilometers with an
arxis of advance centered on the town of Pogoreloye
Gorodishche (see map page 356). The immediate objective
of the Western Front was to break through enemy
defenses and proceed to the Vazuza River. General
“hukov selected the Thirty—-First Army to attack in the
north and the Twentieth Army serving as the main effort
to attack 1n the saouth. The mission of the Twentieth
Army under Lieutenant General Reyter was to advance to
Sychevka cn the VYazuzs River 60 kilometers west .29
SURPRISE

Integral to the success of Lieutenant General
Reyter’s plan was a deception plan aimed at hiding the
20th Army’s main attack. The main attack would be on
the Army’s right flank. In order to portray another
picture for the enemy as Reyter massed forces in the
northern sector, no Soviet communications or daily
reports mentioned the arvival of these units. In order
not to arcuse German suspicions only limited aerial
reconnaissance was conducted over the main attack
sector.

To divert German attention from the region aof the
main attack, significant aerial reconnaissance was
flown to the south. Also in the south 1ncreased
activity was directed with little effort directed at
concealment. Any German reconnaissance aircraft flying
gver this sector was heavily engaged. This coneved
the lapressicn to the Gecrmans that cansiderable

preparations were2 being undertaken in this sectoar
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Finally, just prior to the offensive, tractors and a
few tanks working at night feigned the assembly of
large armor formations. During daylight smoke screens
were laid pretending to cover this non—-existent
assembly. The deception paid great dividends as
considerable German air and ground power was diverted
initially against the assumed concentrations.Zo

SIMULTANEITY GQGF ATTACK

The Soviets intended to place the Germans on the
horne of a dilemma by attacking along a broad frant,
engaging and pinning down as many Germawn forces as
possible. This was archestrated by having the Thirtv-
First Army attack first to draw German forces north.
Three dave later the Front’s main attack would be
conducted by the Twentieth and Fifth Armies in the
center and finally several days later the Thirtv-Third
fArmy would conduct a supporting attack further south.

Once executed, these broad ground attacks alang
with a1r and artillery strikes decisively engaged many
German forces immediately. Thus, the Germans had to
respond virtuallw everywhere across a broad front.
This weakened the depth of the German defense as the
frantline defensive positions were stretched thin. The
Soviet style of attack alsc forced early commitment of
many operational and tactical reserves. As a result
the breakthrough by Soviet forces of German frantline
deferses was swift without significart casualties.®’
In spite of 1nitial success in engaging most German
forces this broad and simultamecus attack did not force
the Germans to commit all available reserves as hoped.
Significant German forces within the depth of the
defernse were still able to mass sufficiently and

eventually blurt the 3oviet offensive.<S
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COMCENTRATION

For this attack the Twentieth Army would employ
seven rifle divisions, five rifle brigades, five tank
brigadess; one bicycle-motorcycle brigade, and one
engineer brigade. Facing the Soviets were elements of
the German 1&6lst Infantry and 36th Motorized Divisiorns.
German defenses were 5 to 8 kilometers deep and
consisted of fortified belts. The zaone was defended by
fourteen battalions. In the eight kilometer sector of
the Soviet main effort four German battaliaons were
defz=nding.2” Against this sectaor, the Twentieth Army
deployed 335 battaliens and 225 tanks against German
defenders . This achieved a 10-1 ratio of forces and
an artillery density of 122 gun and mortar tubes per
kilometer .30
SUCCESSIVE OPERATIONS

The final objective of the Twentieth Army was to
se1ze the town of Sychevka. Intermediate objectives
were to break through the German frontline forces,
destroy German forces in vicinity of Karmanova., and
cross the VYazuza River., For the Soviets to conduct an
attack to a depth of 460 kilometers against an
aggressive and mobile opponent, 1t was necessary for
them to seize the initiative and maintain continual
forward momentum against the German defenders.>!

In order toc maintain this momentum, Soviet forces
took steps to avoid premature culmination of the
cffensive. Ciritical to sustaining the momentum would
be the continual forward flow of logistics.

To prevent offensive culmination, significant
plarning had gone into supplying successive aperations.
For purposes of moving ammunition, POL., and rations
faorward the Twentieth Army had 603 trucks. These were
scheduled to malke two trips a day for a total of 214

truck loads of supplies. To refi1ll all Twentietn Army
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vehicles 528 tank trucks were required. To provide
daily rations 380 trucks wevre required. Finally, one
unit of fire for the Twentieth Army required 2450
trucks to move. Tactical units commenced the battle
with a basic load for two days fighting.EE

Under less than ideal circumstances 603 trucks
would not be adequate to supply the Twentieth Army
during successive operations. Unfortunately for the
Twentieth Army i1nclement weather would alsc prove to be
a tremendously inhibiting factor during this offensive.

The Western Front offensive was delayed five days
due to heavy summer rains. Anticipating difficulty in
advancing under these unfavorable weather conditions,
additional engineer support was provided to the
Twentieth Army on the eve of the attack. However, as
the offensive progressed and the rain continued, the
limited road network in the Twentieth Army’s sector was
quickly turned into a morass. Wheeled supply vehicles
found it increasingly difficult to negotiate mud-choked
roads to keep up with the leading armor units.33

By the evening of &6 August, the third night of the
offensive, the combat troops of the Twentieth Army were
almost totally without ammunition. Limited resupply
was conducted by haorse drawn carts and leading mobile
groups had fuel and ammunition parachuted to them by
aircraft. These alternate methods were insufficient to
sustain the force. Eventually the railroad into
Pogoreloye Gorodishche became operational but resupply
to the west for frontline troops still depended on the
difficult water—logged road network. In this 1nstance
logistic shortfalls caused by inclement weather proved
extremely detrimental to the conduct of successive

operations.Bq
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OPERATIONAL EXPLOITATION
QF A& TACTICAL SUCCESS

In order to conduct this offensive tao the depths
specifieds the Soviets required a fluid battlefield.
The German defenses could not be allowed to reinforce
and dig in around the initial Soviet penetration.
Constant Soviet pressure and momentum was reqguivred to
prevent the Germans from reestablishing a cohesive
defense. The tool utilized by the Soviets to prevent
the Bermans from caontaining the rupture of their
defense was the mobile group.

The mobile group was a temporary command
arrangement built upon several armor units and
augmented with other motorized forces. It was desiagned
to be committed through a tactical ponetration and
serve as a highly maneuverable exploitation and pursuit
torce.

Assisting the Twentieth Army were two mobile
groups. The Arman Mgobile Group (named after the
commander) was formed out of several tank brigades and
a motorcycle~bicycle brigade. It was deployed 1n the
second echelon. This mobile group was under the
control of Twentieth Army. The Arman Mobile Group was
to move with the second echelon and push through the
penetration created by first echelon forces. More
specifically, the Arman Mobile Group was to move far
into the depths of the German defense securing river

Zrossings across the VYazuza and Ghast Rivers in ovder

wu

to facilitate forward movement of the Twentieth Army.S

At Front level the Galinin Mobile Group was formed
out of two armored corps and a cavalry corps. The
Galinin Mobile Group was under the control of the Frant
cammander . Its intended ucse was to follow the first
and second echelon forces and then punch through

remaining German forces to seize the town of Svcheviba.
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This town was the final objective of Twentieth Army and
far into the operational depth of German forces. A
breakthrough of this magnitude by the Soviets would
require the withdrawal and re—-positioning of all German
forces across the front.36

DEEP BATTLE

Having described how the Soviet Twentieth Army
intended to transform a tactical engagement inta an
operational success, let us now detail the results of
Soviet engagements after the penetration of the German
tactical defense. The Soviet concept of deep battle
incorporated long range artillery and air strikes in
conjunction with mobile groups. These Soviet deep
battle assets were designed to preempt, disrupt, and
immobilize the German forces in tactical depth that
could have influenced the battle. Of particular
interest for targeting were German reserves and
counter—-attack farces. By S August, Soviet first
2chelon troops had created a breach in German defenses
30 kilometers wide and 25 kilometers deep.37 The
conditions were now set for deep battle.

Because of the inclement weather, the limited road
network was significantly degraded during the advance
of Soviet first echelon farces. Scon roads were anly
trafficable to tracked vehicles. Because of these
terrible road conditions. air force liaison officers,
anti-aivrcraft batteries, and suppoerting artillery (all
traveling 1n wheeled vehicles) were unable to keep up
with advancing tracked vehicles of the mobile groups.
In this manner the mobile groups lost their caombined
arms dimensiaon, became increasingly single-faceted, and
easier for Germans to deferd against.38

Anather limiting effect upon the emplovment of
moblie groups during this ogperation was the novelty of
the concept to the rank and file Soviet =oldiers and

officers executing the operation.39 Having alreadyv
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described the ad hoc nature of the mobile group, the
prevailing Soviet thought was that mabile groups could
be immediately constituted from forces at hand.
Reinforcing this mindset were the adverse weather
conditions and the increasingly impassible road
networks which tended to separate units. Accordingly,
during the operation the Arman Mobille Group was given
more assets, transformed into the Tyurin Mobile Group,
and allocated a different mission.%0 Linited
familiarity with the role of mobile groups and support
of such operations led to premature employment and
pliecemeal use of the group’s armor shack power.“l

Soviet Alr Forces participating in the deep battle
effort of the Twertieth Army consisted of three air
divisions: one bomber, and two ground attack. To
maximize the time aver target, grocund attack unite were
pushed 30-30 kilometers from the front and bomber units
90-120 kilometers from the front.%S

In spite of the large amount of air support
provided this offensive, the Soviets were never able to
obtain more than air parity with German farces. The
Soviet fighter cap sent to protect ground forces from
enemy air attack and to escort Soviet bombers was
limited and flying at extreme range. As a result,
attrition of Soviet air and ground forces by Germar air
was heavy. Additionally, Soviet air strikes were
often so deep beyond tactical depth that they were
unconnected with the efforts of advancing ground
forces.%3 Air support was also increasingly limited
for advancing mcbile groups by poor weather conditions.

The Twentieth Army was unable to exploit the
tactical penetration to achieve the operational affect
initially planned. Although the offensive was
relatively successful, deep battle operations fell

short of anticipated gains and did not facilitate the
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capture of the town of Sychevka. While the front
commander had committed the Galinin Mobile group into
the penetration, adverse weather conditions restricted
their movement, greatly canstricted their supply, and
diluted their air, artillery, and air defense
support.““ Birth pains associated in operating mobile
groups also limited their e‘fectiveness. As a result,
the Germans were able to shift panzer forces to halt
the Soviets short of Sychevka and caontain the Saviet
advance. The deep battle proved to be indecisive.

Al though the Twentieth Army was not able to push
the breakthrough as far as Sychevka, the Pagoreloye
Gorodishche operation met Soviet strategic .eeds. The
threat to Sychevka was dire enough for the Germans to
divert units earmarked for fighting at Stalingrad to
defend Sychevka. Thus, th: Pogoreloye Gorodishche
ocperation set the cnanditions for what would evolve into
the successful Soviet offensive at PLalingrad.QS

UNITY OF COMMAND

The quality of the command and control that the
Twentieth Army commander, General Reyter, could
exercise was mixed. Benifitting him in this aspect,
was the attachment to his force of five additional
artillery regiments fraom GHQ . Irn a similar manner,
Twentieth Army had attached air assets contributing to
the offersive. In an effort to make air assets even
more responsive to the ground commander’s needs air
units were even attached down to mobile group level
during certain phases of the operation. Air faorce
ground liaisons were dispatched down =0 ground units in
an attempt tn provide ground commanders better control
cver attached aircraft.

Yet, one problem that impeded unity of comm nd was
the mobile group cancept. Because mobile groups were

ad hoc arganizations they had no organic staff,; command
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and cantral apparatus, or communicaticon facilities.

The caommander of & mobile giroup had to satellite off
the €.i1sting cammand structure of units chopped to him
temporarily. This burdened existing communications
networks that were tailored faor smaller orgasnizations.
Additionally, at this early stage of the war Soviet
communications equipment and organization was
rugamentary. The necessary caontrol means and
organizatian reguired to orchestrate the various units
composing a mobile group towards a common purpose was
not yet at hand.%5

Anotter significant prcocblem was the absence of a
command and control element between army and division.
Thuse, an army commander had difficulty with span of
zontral when orchestrating seven ov e.ght divisions.%”

Detracting further from urity of command was the
proliferation of small artillery and air defense
detachments at various levels throughout the Soviet
force structure. This dispersal nf assets proved
detrimental to their management and cammand.

Lvay - SANDOMIR

The Lvav-5andomir cffense 1n July of 1944 was the
larest 1n a two-year string of Soviet operational
offengives against the Germans (see map page 57).

These Cprrations had been conducted virtually unabated
si1nce Paogorelec, = Gorodishche. 0Only during
reconstitution, planninaga. and preparation did Soviet
forces assume the temporary defensi.e. Ivi this manner
all along the Eastern Front German farces were attacted
itncessantly.,

For the Lvov—-Sandrmir- aoffensive the 1st Ukrsoaian

Front was ta conduct a twa-zcanged main eftort tguwards

..ou. and Rava Russka and a secaondary effort south
tcuardds Stanisla. The tuwec-pronged main effort was to
e Ionductsd by the sixti1eth Army wi bt the 0 3o
Fa Il Corpe attacking om 3 10 bylometer frant. Theos
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two corps were to attack to penetrate German defenses
at a point two kilometers south of Gnidavaj then
advance first toward Zolochev and finally to ‘_vov, a
further 90 kilometers to the west. The army’s
supporting effort would be two divisions from XXIII
Rifle Carps attacking further to the scuth on a 17
kilaometer front from Gnidava to Podkamen.

The 1st Ukranian Front intended to commit the
Third Guards Tank Army as a mobile group to exploit the
breakthrough of the main effort. If the main attack
provea successful the XV and XXVIII Rifle Corps would
then be diverted northward to acsist XXIII Corps in
encircling German troops arocund Br'cu:ly.'l"8
SURPRISE

The Sixtieth Army would conduct its main effort aon
terrain presumably unsuitea for armor and mechanized
attack. This would facilitate surprice. Iritially the
ground was uneven with many rivers and streams. Five
to six kilometers west the front was completely wooded.
The road system was poor and only one road was sulted
for truck movement.4%? In an attempt to gain surprise,
troop movements to the front were canducted ocnaly at
night an the four evenings prior to the offensive. The
Germans were able to det~=ct the buildup of Soviet
forces but were unable to anticipate the time or the
magnitude of the Soviet attack.30
SIMULTANEITY OF ATTACK

In order to engage decisively as many German
forces as possible znd inhibit the respconse of German
mobile units to Soviet penetrations, the 1st Ukranian
Army Group attacked on a broad front. Instrumental to
the succe.. of this plan was to force the rumerically
inferiaor Germans +t3 defend everywhere along a vast
frontage of attack, and thus exploit weak spots that

would have to develop as the offensive continued.9!
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Initiating the offensive for the 1st Ukranian Army
Group was the Thirteen Army in the North, followed twg
days later by the Sixtieth Army as the main effaort in
the center, and finally the Thirty—-eighth Army 1n the
south. This cascading of forces was designed to draw
German mobile units to the north and get them engaged
away from the Front’'s main effort in the center . o<

CONCEMTRATION

Having endured repeated Scoviet breabkthrough
offensives since 1942, German defensive cencepts had
evalved to counter such operations. At Lvov—-Sandomir,
German defenses were significantly deeper and mere
faortified than those emploved earlier at Pogorelcye
Georaodische. The Germans -developed a massive defense at
Lvov-Sandomir 1n three successive zones designed to
slow the maomentum cf the ocffensive. Two of these cones
(@ach & kilaometers deep) consisted of the German
tactical defense which was over 20 kilometers deep. A
third zone was still 1n preparation behind the tactical
cdefense when the offensive commenced.23

To counter these deeper defenses the Soviets added
more depth to their attacking echelons. Because of the
Nnarirow sector undertaken by the main breakthrough, XV
Rifle Corps engagec only four to five infantry
battalions, seventeen to twenty supporting artillery
batteries, and appro<imately twenty tanks.

Against this defenses XV Rifle Corps forcese had a
S:! ratic in artillery and infantry, as well as a 1.3:1
ratio 1n tanks and assault guns. One hundred twenty-
one aircraft of the S5th Guardse Ground Attack Division
supported directly XV Rifle Corps’ ground attack and
taced an 1nsiganificant Germanrn ailr cap.Sg

Only 1n the unlikelr event that the Thirtw-Ei1gbt
Lrmy "3 attack 11 the south fairled would two enem,

aperaticsnal reserve divisi0ns be committed against
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Sixtieth Army’s main effort (XV Corps). The one other
remaining German division acting as part of the
reserve, 1f committed against XV Rifle Corps, would
only temporarily outnumber the Saviets in the
nenetration. Upon commitment of the Sixtieth Army’s
Mobile Group (Third 3uards Tank Army) into the salient,
the force ratios would once again swing massively to
Soviet advantage. In the penetration there would be an
averwhelming S5:1 ratio in manpower, and &6:1 ratio in
tanks, o=

SUCCESSIVE OPERATIONS

To lay the foundation for this offensive and
maintain a continugus offensive momentum, the Sixtieth
Army required a substantial logistics base. Through
recent years of practical experience, the Soviets had
tailored the force structure of their combat
arganizations to better support successive operatians.
Mobile groups were no longer ad hoc organizations
thrown together for a temporary purpose, but robust
fank armies. Tank armies now had their own dedicated
cammunication, staff, and logistics tail. This design
facilitated the conduct of successive operations and
1 ndependent action.% Even tank battalions attached to
infantry units had their own rear services. Munitiaons
carried by attacking forces averaged between two and
three units of fire depending on the weapon system and
anticipated u\_=us«<;)e.:;"_'7 The Sixtieth Army sustalinment
package was designed to support a main effart aof 26
kilometers deep on the first day.sa

Heavy summer rains hindered the advance of
Sivtieth Army while sparse rocad netwarks and

survgunding fields turned i1into a muddy morass not

anlike the conditions which slowerd the Poanreiove
Lcrodicsche offensi /e, Yets for the Lvov-5Sandomir
operation mainterance persornel and recover, sguilpment
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were now organic to many units. The skills of
gperators and repalrman had been haoned by prolonged
combat experience. For the Lvowv-Sandomir offensive
inclement weather would not have a significant effect
=9

on the advance of Soviet forces.

OPERATIONAL EXPLOITATION

QF A TACTICAL SUCCESS

The Third Guards Tank Army wac designated as the
mobile Group for the Sixtieth Army.%Y The tark army
was to be used to exploit the penetration of the firgst
two German zones of defense made by XY Rifle Corps.
Upon breaching these two defense zones XV Rifle Caorps
was to set up a strong anti—-tank defense to protect the
forward movement of the Third Guards Tank Army from
expected German counterattacks, 6l

Supporting the planned exploirtation of the Third
Guards Tank Army would be massive airetrikes. Between
1500 and 1300 aircraft were plamned to support the
commitment cof the tank army.éa

DEEP BATTLE

By the second night of the operation the XV Rifle
Corps had develaoped a penetration si» kilometers wide
into German lines south of Koltuv. The opening of this
penetration had been greatly ~ssisted by the support
from 900 sorties of attack aircraft. The Third Guards
Tank Army was committed into this corridor the
following morning with the objective of moving to a
line four kilometers west of Zoclochev.®3

The Koltov corvidor now extended 30 kilometers
inta German territory and was the focus gf frequent and
unirelenting German counterattack. As with the
Pogoreloy=s Gorodishche operation, the effect of Soviet
srtillery was significantly reduced once the advance
quickened and wheeled artillery cculd not keep pace

with leading tracked vehicles. /et ai1r support preo-wed
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greatly effective against German counterattacks.5“
Near Pluguv, 3,288 sorties were flown i1n ane day. This
stopped the German Bth Panzer Division from mounting a
successful counterattack on the corridor.®3

In spite of heavy German conterattacks against the
corridor which required some elements of the maobile
group to defend temporarily instead of attack, the
Third Guards Tank Army still averaged an advarce of 16—
18 kilometers a day. In order to reinforce success in
the Koltuv corridor, the Frort Commander tripled the
planned air support. Such Soviet air superiority
permitted 20-30 Soviet aircraft flying over the
corridor at all times during daylight hours.
Contingent with tihls air augmentation, the Front
Commander committed his own mobile group (the Fourth
Tank Army) to faollow in the wake of the Third Guards
Tank Army and then proceed 30 kilometers beyond Lvov to
seize the town of Gorodok.®®

After only five days of operations eight German
divisions and numerous independent units were in the
process of being encircled in the Brody area. Soviet
commanders gave orders to prepare defenses to withstand
both breakout attempts from the Brody pocket and
relieving counterattacks fram the autside. Although
German units repeatedly attempted such actions, their
efforts were to no avail. Twelve days into the
operation the German command ordeved troops inside the
pocket to surrender .9’ In order to temporarily
stabilize the front, the Germans had to deplocy to the
rear and defend at the Vistula and Marew rivers.®8

UNITY OF COMMAND

The offensive at Lvov-Sandamir displayed strong
unity of command. Army commanders now had an interim
corps level to facilitate span of contraol over the

divisions.
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Improvements in this area allowed the Front
Commander to quickly move his mobile group (the 4th
Guards Tank Army) to take advantage of the success
gained by the 3rd Guards Tank Army moving through the
Koltuv cnrridor. This action insured that
counterattacking German units could not clase this
rupture in their defense.

The unity of command problem within mobile groups
which had surfaced during the Pogoreloye Garodische
aperatiaon had since been rectified. The tank armies
that now served as mobile groups had dedicated command
and control as well as staffs. This new organization
greatly improved the responsiveness and contral of the
mobile qroup as an entity and as a result the
operations of the mobile group contributed directly to
the Lvov—-Sandomir victory.

OPERATION_ COBRA

In June of 1244 the Allied Armies swarmed ashore
at Normandy. The immensity of this 156,000 man
invasion force dwarfed other previous amphibiaus
operatiagns undertaken thraoughout history. This
invasion, codenamed Overlord, was designed to gain an
enclave on the Western Euraopean coast line 1in order to
facilitate further operations against Germany. The
enormity of the planning and preparation required to
conduct successfully this amphibicus landing diverted
the attention of Overlord planners from conceptualizing
follow—on operations in anything but the vaguest
tarms.éq

Two maonths after the Overlord landing, all Allied
forays to pierce the German defense had failed. The
Allied enclave was tenucusly supplied over the shaore.
Any serious interdiction would require a withdrawal of
the invasian force from the continent. Furthermore, as

supplies and reinforcements continued to flow ashore

26




the tiny Normandy beachhead became an ever 1ncreasing
target-rich environment for the enemy. Y

In their initial planning, the Allies envisioned a
broad advance out of this beachhead with both the
British and American armies moving abreast and pushing
the German=s bBackwa~d urifaormly acrass tihe foont.
Howevers in execution, conditions an the ground would
not facilitate this. The British were confronted with
powerful German armar formations which prevented their
advance; the Americans had landed in the enclave facing
the seemingly impassable obstacle known as the Bocage.
The Bocage consisted aof a network aof overgrown
hedgeraows which crisscrossed the Norman countryside.
This Bocage was an ideal obstacle to vehicular traffic
and provided a ready built system of barricades to hide
and protect the German defenders. !

Unlike the Soviet breakthrough operations which
were derived from a thecoretical base, the United States
Army was confronted with a situation for which 1ts
doctrine had rnot fully prescribed or anticipat=d.
Contemporary American tactics at Naormandy had so far
brought only frighteningly high infantry casualties
reminiscent of World war 1.72

Because infantry replacements were green and
unblooded, the aoverall skill of the infantry had
diminished. Thus, inexperienced infantry was
increasingly reluctant to close with the enemy 1n the
hedgerows without overwhelming aserial or artillery
firepower. To make matters worcse when American armor
attempted to advance along the limited avenues of
approach in the Bocage, the few German Panther tanks
avallatbtle were able to cericusly ocutgun the numerous
American Sherman tarnks.’3

Clearly there had to be a more effective marner of

punching th-ough the Hedgerow country. The Bocage
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deadlock ultimately drove the Americans to plan a
breakthrough operation (code named Caobra). Operation
Cobra was conducted as a last resort after the
Americans had failed to bull their way ocut of the
beachhead by other means. The American Cobra plan
would concentrate power on a narrow front to penetrate
enemy defenses, and then explocit deep intoc the enemy’s
rear area (see map page 358). The objective of Cobra
was to open the way to the Brittany ports, set them
into operation, and increase the amount of supplies and
troops that could be brought to bear against the
Germans.’%

The Allied force ashore on the beachhead consisted
of the British Second Army under General Sir Bernard
Montgomery and the American First Army under General
Omar Bradley. Both army commanders were subordinate to
General Dwight D. Eisenhower, the Supreme Commander of
all Allied Forces in Eurcpe (SHAEF).7D

Operation Cobra was part of a larger SHAEF plan
which sti1ll envisioned a broad and uniform advance by
the allies out of the Normandy beachhead. However, the
nececssary air support to assist the SHAEF advance could
ot be provided to both a British advance and an
American advance. Therefore, the British advance (caode
named Goodwood) preceded the American advance by
several days. Although the Goodwood offensive failed
miserably, the terms and conditions it set would prove
to work to the advantage of the Americans. &

SURPRISE

A deception plan called "Fortitude" assisted the
Cobra operation. Fortitude portrayed a nonexistent
army in England waiting to make another amphibious
landing somewhere along the channel coast. This
successful deception convinced the Germans to refrain

from committing all their forces against the Normandy
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beachhead trying down numerous German forces
elsewhere.””

Technological surprise would also confront the
Germans through a improvisation known as the Rhino
tank. The Rhinao tank was simply a Sherman tank with a
modification of steel prongs on the front. This
allowed the tank to batter through the Normandy hedge
rows.’8

To facilitate this surprises Rhino tanks were not
allowed tc be employed priov- to Operation Cobra. The
Germans were willing to risk committing armor reserves
to respond to the Goodwood offensive as they had
determined the Bocage area would not be suitable for an
American armored advance. ‘7 The Rhino tank would

prove the Bermans wraong.

SIMULTANEITY OF ATTACK

The Allies endeavored to conduct broad front
attacks to break out 3f Naormandy. Ideally such attacks
would decisively engage German forces. The formidable
terrain of the Bocage pvrevented this, however. The
state of British-American coalition relations was such
that cooperation between Allied armies was minimal.

It was anly by accident that the British Goodwood
aoffensive drew the commitment of German armored
reserves away from the American front. As the Germans
were unaware of the Rhino tank innovation, movement of
their reserves to contain the Goodwood agffensive seemed
a reasonable risk cansidering the natural defensive
protection of the Bocage. Ironically, this was exactly
what Soviet breakthrough operations endeavored to
accomplish by design with simultaneocous attacks.

CONCENTRATION

Until the Cobra offensive none of the Allied broad
front attacks had incorpcocrated a caoncentrated

breakthrough on a narvow trant. For this gffensive the
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American First Army had the equivalent of thirteen
divisions organized intc four separate corps.ao The
narth side of the St. Lo-Periers Road was selected as
the location to concentrate forces for a breakthrough.
Here the ground was high and dry, the hedgerows thinned
out just enocugh, and the road network could serve as
both a line of departure and a recognizable control
measure for aircraft support.

Massed to conduct the breakthrough were six
divisiaons of Major General J. Lawton Collins U.S. VII
Corps. The 4th, 9th, and 30th Infantry Divisions would
lead off the ground affensive on a narraow front and
open the penetration for the following three divisions
to exploit.e1

Facing the American First Army was the German
Seventh Army. The Goodwood offensive by the British to
the north had attracted seven and a half German panzer
divisions leaving conly one half of a panzer divisian
facing the Americans. These included 26 Panther tanks
and S0 lesser medium tanks.82 Worst vet for the German
7th Army, their commander, General Hausser, had
committed their only mobile reserves during preliminary
fighting on the Cotentin Peninsula. Thus, for the
Cobra offensive the German 7th Army would have no
readily available reserve. 83 Facing the onslaught of
VII Corps in the vicinity of the anticipated
breakthrough was anly the badly decimated Panzer Lehr
Division.

In order to facilitate the breakthrough of graound
forces the American First Army planned a massive aerial
bombardment to precede the ground attack. This massive
bombardment was concentrated in box 3 1/2 miles wide by
1 1/2 miles deep, just across the St. Lo-Periers line

of departure.aq
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SUCCESSIVE GPERATIANS

Basically, Operation Cobra was conducted to pave
the way for successive operatians. The limited supply
lines flowing thvrough the Naormandy beachhead were
cansidered by Allied planners to be insufficient to
sustain follow on offensives into France. Thus, the
cbjective of the Cobra offensive was to capture the
numercus Brittany ports which could be used better to
supply Allied advances .83

In order to support the breakthrough to the
Brittany Ports, certain logistic preparations were
undertaken by First Army. The armor division planned
to carry twice the usual allotment af fuel, forsaking
kitchens for fuel.B8® The tremendous wheeled mobility
of the American First Army would facilitate pushing
fuel up to resupply advancing armor units as well.

In addition to the Bocage hedgerows which served
as an obstacle to advance, the Americans were also
suffering a severe shortage of artillery ammunition to
support the breakthrough. Increasinglys the First Army
began to depend on the Alr Force to serve in the role
of aserial artillery. Given the conditions of good
weather, aircraft could support successive operations
in depth better than slow displacing artillery.87
OPERATIONAL EXPLOITATION

OF A TACTICAL SUCCESS

The U.S. VII Corps was to effect the breakthrough
penetration for the First Army. The penetration was to
be conducted by three infantry divisions, following a
heavy aerial bombardment of German frontline farces.
The 1st Motorized Division was then to follow and
advance to Coutances 13 miles into German occupied
France. The 2nd and 3rd Armored Divisions would then
follow and exploit past the lst Motorized Divisian to

Avranches (a distance of thirty miles behind the German
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front line trace). At this juncture one armored
division would haold the shoulder of the penetration
against counterattack and the other would turn into the
Brittany Peninsula to seize the needed ports.88

In order for this tactical penetration to be
exploited into an aperational success, preliminary
caombined arms training was undertaken by First Army
units. This included experimentation with tactics ta
breach the hedgerows of the Bocage and techniques to
enhance air support.

Over &60% of First Army’s Sherman tanks were
outfitted with the Rhino hedge cutting devices. This
insured that the capability to breach hedgerows was
available at the lowest levels. To facilitate better
armor—infantry coaoperation,; procedures were developed
with pyrotechnique signals, colored panels, and
telephones mounted on the rear decks of tanks to
orchestrate infantry and armor actiaons.

A great deal of cooperation was also developed
between the ground forces and claose support aircraft.
Forward observers were trained to accompany ground
units. Radios were mounted in tanks that were capable
of communicating with supporting aircraft. The intent
was to maximize the responsiveness and accuracy of deep
fires supporting exploitation.eq

DEEP BATTLE

In spite of the close cooperation that existed
between ground support pilots and ground forces, that
cooperation did not extend to the medium and heavy
bombers of the Army Air Force (AAF). Doctrinally, the
AAF judged close support targets as priovity three
behind air superiority and isoclation of the
battlefield.?9 Such targets were viewed by the AAF as

an uneconomical use of air power.
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The AAF’s diffidence in this regard often proved
detrimer.tal to the support of army ground operations.
Operation Cobra would illustrate this. The initial
preparatory air bombardment conducted by these heavier
bombers just socuth of the St. Lo-Periers road was flown
not parallel to the road as previously planred and
agreed for (to prevent fratricide caused by short
bombing) but right overhead of U.S5. ground troops.
Weather complications forced a recall order fram
England for the 1600 plane formation flying this carpet
bombing. Because of communications problems, not all
aircraft were notified.

Fratricide cccurred when the lead bombardier of a
300 plane farmation tried to coarrect his bomb release
rechanism and accidently dropped his bomb load
prematurely. The rest of the formation dropped their
loads based aon his action causing 136 U.S5. ground
casuaities.

Since adequate carpet bombing was integral to the
success of the breakthrough plan, ground arnd air
plamners argued furiously over how to recover from this
initial abortive bambing. U.S. artillery assets were
incapable of replacing the planned air strikes because
of ammunition shartages and lack of a cohesive overall
artillery fire plan. Finally, air planners convinced
General Bradley and his staff that in order to initiate
a full airstrike at the earliest possible cpportunity
against the now forewarned Germans, a subsequent carpet
bombing would continue to fly perpendicular to the St.
lLo-Peries Road and directly over U.S. ground troops.

The next day the carpet bombing again commenced.
Once again, 77 aircraft bombed short causing 601 U.S.
ground casualties and stunning front line U.S. soldiers

preparing to attack. However, at this juncture fortune
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smiled upon tie clumsy joint efforts of U.S. Army and

Air Forces.%!

Ma jor General Fritz Bayerlein of the German Panzer
tehr Division which was defending the terrain of the
intended peanetration assumed that the first day’s
carpet bombing was the trigger for the ground assault.
He did riot realize the initial carpet bombing had nat
met allied expectations and would be conducted again.
Thinking the bombings over, Bayerlein pushed his forces
forward and massed them at the anticipated point of
ground attack. Here Bayerlein’s Panzer forces were
slaughtered in the open by the second carpet tambing.
According to Bayerlein, 70% of his trooes were killed,
wounded, or crazed by this 413C tons of air delivered
ordinance.2

Through the penetration created by this
bombardment U.S. ground forces swept forward in Zlose
cogperation with supporting ground attack aircraft.

The mobility aof U.S. armared forces was greatly
enhanced by the Rhino devices mounted or L. S. tanks.
These devices facilitated off rcad movement, breaching
hedgeraows in an average gof 2 1/2 minuies .73

Conversely, counterattacking German armor without Rhino
devices were road bound and therefore easily located
and engaged by U.S. ground support aircraft. Along
just one roc<d netwark U.S. ground support airr-aft
destroyed &6 tanks, 234 vehicles, 11 guns, and damaged
ancther S6 tanks and 55 vehicles.%%

The U.S. by eakthrough plan had envisioned an
ervelopment of German forces by U.S5. VII and VIII Corps
in vicinity of the town of Countances, 135 miles deep 1n
the German defenses. Yet, the disposition af the
fleeing enemy rendered this impractical and U.S. VIII
Carps was now given a exploitotion and pursuit role by

Bradley.
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The enarmity of the U.S. advance surprised baoth
Germans and Americans alike. The Germans having
experted the typical! broad front American advances and
unaware of the capability of the Rhino tank, found
themselves rapidly overwhelmed by advancing U.S.
armared columns. At rnight American and retreating
German columns often became intermixed. In one
instance General Bavyerle:n was almost captured as U.S.
farces bypassed the buildirg in which he was i1ssuing an
cperations order. Livewlises, U.S. furces advanced to
Rvaeranches more than 3C miles behinrnd the initial German
deftencse withgut sustaining significant casualties.”S

At this junciure, the door to the Brittany ports
Wwas nuw Gpened according to plans but the dour to Paris
160 miles distance to the east was opened as well.
General P. lood of tne Fourth Armored Division,
realizing the extent that German forces wore in
Jdisarray, argued to continue immediately the adv«nce
west towards Paris. He was supported but less
enthusiastically bty his army commander Patton. Bradley
rigovrously adhereag to the 1initial l.mited objectives
set by Cobra in Brittany and focused the American
efforts solely in that direcliaon.

Brar.ley’s decision to continue as planned into
Brittany allowed the Germans 1n ti.e west to regroup.
The opportunity to exploit east past disorganized
German forces was “as.. It now would take a maonth of
bloocdv fijghting for the Allies to reach Paris. As far
the numergus Brittanv Ports, most were camaged or
sabotaged by the Germans, and several parts were sa
w2ll defended that ‘he German accuptrers did mot submit
tao Allled forces ur'1l the erd of the war. In
retrospect, the Brittacy ports added wothing tu thee2

i

P Q - .
lied war effgrt .75 [ Tact, operations in Brittany

1

significantly Jegraded the available sto-es of
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munitions and fuel that would become increasingly

scarce in the upcoming race across France.”’

UNITY GF COMMAND

The Cobra breakthrough operation was hampered by s lact
of unity of command. All Allied effaorts, although well
intended, were not focused on the common goal of
achieving the breakthrough. Unity of command was
degraded by three factors: coalition rivalry,
interse - vice squabbling, and conflicting doctrinal
interpretations.

Bradley’s American First Army was initially under
the control of the British 2lst Army Group as the
overall ground command for the amphibilous invasion i(see
chart page 59). Yet, this temporary marriage of
convenience would change once the Americans had an
opportunity to activate another army. When this
occurred they would alsc establish a coequal 12th Army
Group headquarters. The vagueness about when the
American army group headqguarters would be activated
constrained the necessary cgoperative British and
American efforts required to break ocut of the
beachhead. Both armies tended to fight separately
against the Germans. Montgomery, acting as overall
ground commander, was hesitant to 1ssue orders that
might make his American subordinates baulk. At the
same time he held a parochial view envisioning all
American actions as supporting the major British
effort. This behavior did little to gain American
trust and cooperation.

In addition to coalition rivalry, unity of command
during the Cobra aperation was hampered by inconsistent
doctrirne within the U.S. Army.qe Without a consensus
on doctrine. Amecrican commarde s at varigus levels
erecuted the Cabra ogperation as their instincts

s

Zi'ctated., often warking at cross purpocses.
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Omar Bradley was a cautious commander, and as such
was suited to the U. S. Army pre-war doctrine of linear
battle and broad front advances. g1 adley had a soul
mate in General Courtney H. Hodges, who served as his
First Army commander, and who had earlier been his
deputy.99 Hodges, like Bradley, preferred straight
forward advances and viewed deep maneuver as tricky and
uncertain business.l99 To the discomfort of bath
Bradley and Hodges,; the Cobra breakthrough would thrust
them into a battlefield environment where linearity was
the exception not the rule.

Bradley’s other army commander, Patton, contrasted
greatly with the Army Group commander’s studied
conservatism. Patton personified boldness, audacity,
and in Bradley’s view, impetuosity and a propensity for
Self—aggrandizement.lol Other like—-minded commanders
with a flair for maneuver like J. Lawtan Caollins,
Robert W. Grows and John S. (P) Wood served within 12th
Army Group. Many had earlier been protege’s of
Patton.l02 These officers intuitively understood the
appartunities that could be presented by a breakthrough
operation and were prepared to exploit those
opportunities wherever they might lead.

Patton greatly disapproved of the plodding methods
used by Bradley and Hodges. Patton recorded in this

pre-Cobra entry in his diary:

Bradley and Hodges are such nothings....They try
to push all along the front and have noc power
anywhere. All that is necessary now i1s to take
chances by leading with armored divisions and
covering their advance by air bursts. Such an
attack would have to be made on a narrow sector,
whereas at present we are trying to attack all
along the line.103

Yet, Patton, refused to question the Army Group
commander ’s guidance when on 3 August, P. Wood pleaded

to redirect the Cobra offensive fraom the eastern
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Brittany ports to western France and Paris. Patton
understood the limits of his fragile relationship with
Bradley. Instead, to avoid confrantation,; Patton
broadly interpreted Bradley’'s guidance and split his
forces. Patton sent elements into Brittany and at the
same time committed forces to 12th Army Group’s eastern
flank with an eye toward moving wast at the first
opportunity.

Patton’s actions provoked both Bradley’s wrath and
a respanse. Bradley characterized Patton’s sleight of

hand in the following manner:
George seems more interested in making headlines
with the capture of Brest than in using his head on
tactics....We can’t take a chance on an open
flank.104
The Army Group commander then undertook the
unprecedented action of interceding and countermanding
Patton’s order.

This measure by Bradley caused considerable
confusion within Third Army. It required the i1mmediate
transfer of a division between subordinate corps and
significantly curbed the momentum of the ongoing
exploitation.lo5 Patton accepted this rebuke as

graciously as possible but recorded privately:

I did not agree with him ... he was getting the
British complex of over caution. 106

This incident serves to illustrate the detrimental
effect conflicting personalities had on the unity of
cammand for the Cobra operation. Without a commaon
framework of breakthrough doctrine to align their
actions, Bradley and Patton instead worked at crass
purposes.

In the doctrinal void poised by the Cobra

breakthrouagh, Bradley chose to rigidly anchor himself
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and his cammand to the security of the original Cobra
plan amid the bewildering events and opportunities as
they presented themselves. 97 General P. Wood would

later caustically remark:

There was no conception of far-reaching divections
for armar in the minds of aour top people.... I
could have been there in the enemy vitals in two
days. But no! We were forced to adhere toc the
original plan.... It was one of the colassally
stupid decisions of the war . 108

Thus, 12th Army group lost the opportunity to conduct a
battle of annihilation and destroy all German forces
west of the Seine river in one bold stroke.

Unity of command was also obstructed by
interservice rivalry between Allied air and ground
commands. Both the RAF and the AAF owed their very
existence as autonomous commands to a doctrine of
strategic bombing. After Pearl Harbor, President
Roosevelt himself had given the AAF the mission for the
strategic bombing of Germany and Japan.loq Adherents
of this airpower doctrine felt they could win the war
in i1solation of ground and naval efforts. Thus, only
superficial cooperation existed between Allied air and

ground commanders, with each fighting their separate

war .
CONCLUSION
Having completed the review af histeorical
breakthrough operations, an assessment of our research

15 now appropriate. Analysis has shown that the
essence of such operations can be captured. This study
has endeavored to do that using seven principles
derived from the assessment of breakthrough theory.

The Soviet military which conducted two of the
breakthraugh operations analyzed, based their daoctrine
upon a theory which was encompassed in these
principles. For the Soviets any objectives not fully

met during a breakthrough operatiocn could be explained
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by a failure to adhere to one or more principles
governing breakthrough theory. In this manner, the
Pogoreloye Gorodische operation, although generally
successful, failed to aitain all plamned breakthrough
objectives.

Analysis has shown that the executors of the
Pogoreloye Goradische breakthrough fell short in fully
adhering to the principles of simultaneity of attack,
successive operations, deep battle, and unity of
command. In regards to simultaneity of attack, broad
attacks across the front were not powerful encugh to
farce commitment of all German reserves. For
successive operations, the logistical support was naot
robust enough to allow fueling and arming of forces for
continuous attack against the Germans. Deep battle was
obstructed by air forces that were insufficient in
strength and training to neutralize effectively targets
in the depth of the German defense. Additicnally for
deep battle in the Pogoreloye Gorodische operation, the
combined arms aspect of the mobile group was an
emerging cancept and thus awkwardly executed with
insufficient power. Finally, unity of command was
hampered by the ad hoc command organization of the new
mobile groups and also by the absence or a Corp level
command between Army and Division which hampered span
of control.

Turning to the Soviet lLvov-Sandamir breakthrough
operaticn, full and complete success was a result of
following the principles specified by theary. In this
cperation all principles were adhered to. Shaortfalls
indicated previously in the Pogoreloye Gorodische
operation had been overcome. 110

For the Lvov-Sandomir operation, simultaneity of
attack was now facilitated by more powerful thrusts

across a broad front which triggered the commitment of
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German reserves. The logistical framework to support
the Lvov-Sandomir offensive was robust enough to
sustain successive aperations into the depth of the
German tactical and operational defenses. Deep battle
was well executed due to total air supremacy over the
breakthrough corridor and the demaonstrated combined
arms capabilities of the powerful tank armies which now
served the Soviets as mobile groups. For the Lvov-
Sandomir operation, unity of command was facilitated by
Corps headquarters interspersed between the Army and
Division levels, and formation of a dedicated command
and control framework for the mobile group tank army.

Whereas both Soviet breakthrough aoperations were
conducted by attempting toc adhere to theoretical
principles,; the Americans conducting the Cobra
breakthrough were aoperating iIn a theaoretical void. The
Americans had no conceptual framework upon which to
build a breakthrough uperation.111 Cobra was conducted
in some desperation when all other methods of escaping
the Normandy beachhead had failed.

In spite of the ad hoc development of the Cabra
operation, there was utility in retrofitting the
criteria of our theoretical principles onto the
Amer ican breakthrough operation. In this manner, we
identified and categorized what actions succeeded as
well as the gaffes and missed opportunities that
insued.

Although the Cobra operatiaon was a success, the
Americans never camprehended the magnitude of what
could have been achieved because of their thearetical
void.l12 [n this instance, the breakthrough could have
conceivably been carried to the gates of Paris, short
Circuiting a month of fighting with reorganized German

defenders.
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Using ocur theoretical principles to analyze the
Cobra breakthrough we see that the Americans neglected
several principles in the design of their aperation.
Although simultaneity of attack was achieved to
facilitate the breakthrough, it occurred by
happenstance and was not planned by the American army
or the Allied First Army group. The tactical success
which set the conditions for exploitation would never
have occcurred if not for the fortunate action of
General Bayerlein in exposing most of his combat power
after the initial aborted bombing. This enemy actian
under taken to face ground attack, effectively exposed
the Germans for the unexpected second carpet bambing
with devastating results.

Finally, unity of command greatly hindered the
scope of success in Cobra. Coalition rivalries,
parochial interservice squabbling between air and
ground commands, and commanders anchored in a doctrine
which blinded them from the magnitude of the possible
limited the scope of the Cobra success.

IMPLICATIONS

The objective of this analysis was to determine
those factors necessary to conduct successful
breakthrough operations. The conclusion drawn fram
this study is that three factors govern the capability
to conduct successfully breakthrough operations.

First, analysis of theory shows that the essence
of breakthrough operations can be captured in various
principles. These principles provide a framework on
which the distinctive and complex nature of
breakthrough can and must be expressed in doctrine.

Second, the comparison between Soviet breakthrough
operations and the American Cobra breakthrough
indicates the merit of having a doctrinal framework of

principles from which to extrapolate. Such a daoctrinal
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framework ensures that the military leadership is
aperating upon a camman operational and tactical basis
and provides guidelines for the necessary common base
af planning, joint service cooperation, and sequencing
of actions.

Third, force structure and command lines must be
aligned to support a breakthrough doctrine. The Cobra
experience shows the limits imposed by ad hoc air-
ground and logistical relationships in support of deep
ground maneuver.

In 1973, =peaking of the current military
doctrine the distinquished historian, Michael Haward,

stated of current military doctrine:

I am tempted indeed to declare dagmatically that
whatever doctrine the armed forces are working on
now, they have got it wrong. I am alsoc tempted to
declare that it does not matter that they have got
1t wrong. What does matter is their [(the
military’s] capacity to get it right quickly when
the moment arrives.

Howard further noted that:

... 1t is the task of military science in an age of
peace to prevent the doctrines from being too badly
wrong.113

Haward’s comment suggests that 1if a sound
doctrinal framework exists for a military organization,
the ground work is set for the necessary extrapolation
to adapt to the unexpected and unanticipated in future
conflict.

In our amalysis of breakthrough operations, we see
that Soviet doctrine anticipated the caonduct of such
operations, and thus the Soviets were able to refine
and maximize this offensive capability throughout the
war . Conversely, the Americans without a doctrinal
framewaork that recognized breakthrough operations
attempted such an operation only as a last desperate
resaort. In spite of the general success of the Cobra

breakthrough, the Americans viewed that operation as an
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anomaly. There was no available construct for the
Americans to capture or measure the success of the
operation,; or for that matter,; derive a formula to
repeat 1t.

Upon completion of the Cobra operation, the
Americans and the Allies reverted immediately back to
broad front offensives attempting to pressure the
Germans everywhere and push them slowly towards the
heart of Germany as aone might sweep with a broom. In
this sluggish style, the Allies laboriously pushed
through the Ardennes and the Netherlands eventually to
strangle the Third Reich almast a year after the
Normandy landings.

In a manner, history has now repeated itself. In
1991, the U. S. Army along with sister services and
other cogalition caountries conducted an offensive to an
operational depth against a deeply echeloned Iraqgi
defense. The U.5. Army doctrinal capstone manual FM
100-5 did not anticipate nor establish a framework for
an offensive breakthraugh operation of this magnitude.

Fortunately, for the U.S5. Army, political
circumstances allowed planners almost six months to
assess the enemy and the situation before action was
required. Given this breathing space, the U.S. Army
was able to adapt to the circumstances at hand, develop
and rescurce an appropriate offensive scheme, and then
execute an offensive with brilliant results.

In future military endeavors, the U.S. Army cannot
anticipate the luxury of half a year of planning to
adjust to the situation at hand. Nor, can we expect
ocur future opponents to display the wholesale i1ineptness
displayed by the Iragi political and military
leadership.

Surelys, our Mideast victory could never have been

so grand in scaope had the Iraqi military nat assumed
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that an allied ground coffensive would be limited to
only Kuwait and instead continued the construction of
cbstacles belts and fortifications in depth to anchor
them against the inhibiting terrain further west in
Irag. Likewise, had the Saddam regime been able to
better mobilize political will, Iraqi soldiers would
have more resclutely defended their positions and the
cost for Allied victory would have been cansiderably
higher.

What lays befaore us now is a decision. On one
hand, as in the aftermath of the Cobra success, we can
blindly tout the virtues of our current doctrine,
remain distainful of change, and revert to time honored
established methods of warfare. Conversely, we could
develop a framework of principles to capture the
essence of the Desert Storm breakthrough, incorporatc
it in our doctrine and balance FM 100-3’s current NATO
defensive orientation. Such a modification to an
existing sound doctrine would insure a secure departure
point for future offensive operations of a similar
nature. This course of action would take the
preemptive step of preventing our doctrine from being
too badly wrong in the next war as Michael Howard
suggested.

V.K. Triandafillov would paint a more ominous
picture of the choice befaore us. Speaking of the
nature of breakthrough aperations Triandafillov stated
in 1929:

Armies not wishing to understand these simple
truths, armies unprepared for actions in such

massive groupings, cannaot count upon great
victories in future war.1l1%
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APPENDIX D - ALLIED COMMAND STRUCTURE AUGUST 1, 1944
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